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Questions Presented for Peview under Rule 14.1 (a) 

Is the boldim of the 6th Cinuit cc=,- of aoea15 in King  v.Zatdara, 733 F. no 1 (80 

W. 201.5), cert. Sen., Z&niaray.King, 20115 U.S. LSXtS IS? (2015)1  that ttcècnv3tia  of Fint 

i'1drst rights are themselves initiac alert from ay rrtaia,  emotional or :chysical injorwas  

that fnact also arise from  the ceriticn to be ar-Jiaf to prisoner civil rights ]sneuit tn 

tnuentto42tJ.S.o. 1 l?a3 la! accrstituticral OLYTOf retaiiatknofapriscnofficial fir ctc-

tectef 0t3±? 

List of All Parties to the Proceeding 
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Michael Nilliamson 

Defendants 
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0.0.0.0. Ri.c.:, o&o Alfred cranson 

0.0.0.0. A.C.T. Ii Kelly Rose 

O.O.R .C.  01.0.1. 0P\CC CA ShIe Jordan 

o.o.o.o. 91.0.1. a -•e Peccie FrarOnhaw 

0.0.0.0. 01.0.1. Lt. - Sneers 

0.0.0.0, 01.0.1. SOT C.C. John ON 

0.0.9.0. Ri .0.1. 890 Electri can/Firearms Instructor Christo Pontgomecz 

Counsel of pecorè for all cetenriants below was: 00P.AtT pijydy lOony, 1.50 T. 0ev 

St., 16th Floor, Columbus oP. 43215 
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IN THt SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

[Corrected per Clerk's correspondence dated 1.17.2019] 

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the 

judgment below. 

OPINIONS BELOW 

[Citations of the official and unofficial reports of opinions and orders entered in the case] 

For cases from federal courts: 

The opinion of the United States 
6th 

 Circuit Court of Appeals appears at 

Appendix 1 to the petition and is reported at 2016 U.S. LEXIS 30693. 

The opinion of the United States District Court for the Northern district 

of Ohio appears ar Appendix 2 to the petition and is reported at 2017 U.S. 
Dist. UXIS 217940. 

JURISDICTION 

For cases from federal courts: 

The date on which the United States 6th  Circuit Court of Appeals decided 

my case was 10.29.2018. No petition for rehearing was filed in my case. 

This is  cor-redted petition per correspondence of the United States Supreme 

Court clerk of court dated 1.17.2019. 

The issueg in this petition arises under the First Amendment to the Consti-

tution of the United States and also involves an interpretation of a federal 

statute, 42 U.S.C. § 19970 e (e). The United States 6th  Circuit court of appeals 

has entered a decision, supra, in conflict with the decision of another United 

States court of appeals on the same important matter; and/or has entered a 

decision, supra, on an important question of federal law that has not been, but 

should be, settled by this Court, as argued infra, this brief, pp.  3-7. 
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cthstitticrai ovisia's (at9 Statutes, if arri) 9±stantii.1y Inlved Ln tie Case 

1st nr5rnr to the United 3tatBs Grstitutit (in na-tire-it cart): 

1 p=57 shall cnakem let-; .ad:qlro the ftteatrn of •ScEEC... or the rid-ic 

of the Tccle :seaceabJy to assetle, and to oetition th Cae-n -it for a re±s 

of rIeVErCeS. 

42 u.s.c. . 97 e (a): 

'(a) Limitatini ai rerverT. Mc) FJbral civil action row brordt by a riarur 

ornfinsd In C aal, cnarr, CC Otf r ts209J facility, for rra-rtal or 

thor-al injury suffered J'ila in cxrtod tcLtjtut a nrrr-  trcMrn of chsioil in- 

1101." 

Pertinent Statement of the Case 

Petition-er Michael ¶filliarnson timely filed a verified oriBorers' Civil 

ricihts comolaint in the U.C. district court in Williamson v. Slusher, 1:17-2J-lC6 
(M.D. thio, filed 1.12.2317) tces ctrwent to 42 U.S.C. § 1553 acairst certain staff oriaainn 

officials of the fl1n Dmmkmm Ceartret of Peci1itatcn ai tract ions ("o.c.s.c-') Rid-u end 

Ctrcectinti Institute ("Pi.c.i."). In ti -a rnrlaint be aller,ed retalieticr (as a First .rrecdhet 

vioiaciri) aa3n5t ruin cy ttc corarn otfi-cialls, illel macfloat cxo.icar iTrmc-z tio:c, ann assia.ar-t 

thisf medical offica-  i-eiia jorrdan,fcr is filln cnn-on orievarcas related to hLa olairca of itt 

rao-±rm aZcLhe medinl care (fore diagned mrdoilitv xrpairrrsit); for his atcrrrrcti-t to ±cain 
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a:5---Ate medical axa fir that ixrpairueit; because he as osnaived by thse defaidants as a 

filer" of Thw-X bjpe 1siit; am for his orally referaicing suing aeflaiant Jordan for dna], 

of his CM/il nights. (oomolaint, Ect. I, 1:17-Cr-ni id., at originally numbered pp 2, 25-30 (a); 

plaintiff's daThs also described in 6th Circuit qpinicn, slip qoinia'm attathed as Pop, 11  po. 4-5). 

Will ianecn also alleged adverse actims takei against him by these bo dsfathnts ai the retalIa- 

tim cia iris - - aenial of him bairn able to nesserdi or crepere Tha.s-X type 1aT,sjits in 

the R,i.c.i. Library/law library (wrolaint, Dec. 1, id., originally nutered pp. 

The coriplaint ts disniseed by grarrtt of the district coirt d def€n%nt%itcticn to distLes 

for failure to state a claimifliarmn tinelv appealed that disrie1 to the 6th Circuit art of 

artle, \there the 61th Cimuit affined the district c,,rt's disthssal ai 10..2018 wilthnxn 

I  imely filed this patitien. 

Wi]Jiarsr nqests this writ be ieaed on that aecticn of the 6th Circuit's (slip cpinicn, 

k72- 1, at pp. 4-53 It1ding,diepoeitively to its disnissal, that he needed to Sni actual physical 

harm for the violaticrts referan-d above in this statar.erit of the case. 

.S[I 11=4,1 

The decision of the Qilted States Circuit oxzt of Appeal in willistsn v. She, 

(5th Circuit, 2018) .imzrraty den that, in a 42 U.S.C. § 1933 case asserting retaliation age-

inst cdan officials, a First Mtrmiint violation claim, actual lthvsio3l injury was ra,uired to 

have been suffered by a plaintiff in order to state- a claim. That holding was negatively dispcisi- 

__________ 
4kc. abcvee tciegb 

tive to the denial. of claims made by the Petitioner in his verified cm]aint. 

A arrant ±cisicn cc the seas abject, instert cuid have bs•ei, that dkrivaticn of First 

yney5mrt rights (alleged in pri.snnars' civil rights lanji.t) are theireselvas injuries iSdvctc 

x,bttøatha aoart finn atw other otnirabLe injury that might also arise frcm the 

tim. See, infra, this, brief, p.. 

ArpTent (Rare for aanting the titim) 
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Willia'nscn brims at issue before this Cbu± on the 6th circuit's affinmerti.oi of the district 



cart's grant of the Sf ants' aotirn to disidsa for failure to state a cause of actia1that bairn, 

sthst.antival.y, thathr, as the 6th Circuit would have it, at p. 5 of the slip cpinicn atthds5, that 

a First AnEtThs t ntaliatIcn claim n5e prsnt to 42 U.S.C. § 1933 rdr€e "actual harm" of a 

çiwsical nature to the plaintiff in order to state a claim. 

The circuit carts., siffer mightily on this h015in3 at law fran cntary holo1rnfmJ3zJ4g those 

of the 6th Circait court of appeasas to First Prnrdiient violation claims there =N retaliation of 

a. gvamet actor against a plaintiff is not in issue, and the time is rip,  for this Ctsrt to make 

a ruling on this abject to pthrJe groningl.y disgarate outonnea in differmt cixaiits of auth claims 

based qin diffrth inteccretatirns :f  the inpatarce and rnesthng of the First kreñnent in the cm-

tact of arw anstititcnal tort claim band un-i a claim of gernn?nt actor retaliation in reral, 

or, as that term is used in i 1933 suits, see Th3±èls-X v. B]atter, 175 F. 35 378, 34 (6th Circ 199 

a claim of retaliadm b)' a pars--n oçerating inihr color of state law against a rscner. 

I. Retaliatien of gaermnant actcrs fop.- zote±e3 ordu± is a First AqmiTt!t violation claim. 

v. Blatt&, 175 F. 35 378* (6th Gin). Filing priscn grievances is Ltca  oadrt. 

Gniy  v. Slither, 2318 ct 3537033 (6th Cir. 2018). 
- 

pplyim for and d±aining adeguate rre3irs1 care are ktth ._ of Lxotect&-  ccnduct far 3xi.- 

5cnr5. Estelle v.Cartb1e, 423 U.S. 97, 103 (1976). Wiuienscu asserted, in his original crnzilaint, 

retaliation against defaniants PJ.C.1. CM) Floyd and ?CI) Jordan for him an other prisners) filing 

gdeancas, and "mrAdno trouble" {je legal trcuble] (original orplaint, pp. 4-3o(4);Fx. F see, also, 

6th Circuit slip q1n1ai, 15. P. 4statewnta, as to Wilhianeon's allegations on this atje±); and 

fcc him mentioning 'suing" Jordan (original. ocuplaint, Pt 555, also, 6th Circuit slip 

opinion (Arc, 1) statEm.nts p. 4, (As to Williaitcn's allegations on this abject). The 6th Circuit 

slip opinion, is., p. 4, also refenercas that. the district cart oinicn$ (slip cpiniaiis, 

At-p- 2) did not ad±ess. wifliansa,'s retaliation claims at all. The 6th Cindt slip cptnicr't, a, 
pp. 4-5, Ti-ekes no asaertirn that villia, -cn's cn-ict in filing pertinent gnevances S1a'rfl 

and atte-rctit-p to Stain adeguate medical care was not "pcctected ccn$u±." Thai: the 6th Circait 
Opinion does, do, 15., pp. 4-5, on the other henS, is meld the "adverse action" rscuirament far a 
retaliation claim under 1t&ine-ar.ra, into tine kyeical injury refecate of S1297 e (e). 
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The 6th Circuit hae5 its holding, ana, on a §MMwall estebliEhad theory of the First 

Mninent that not requiring personal thystcal 'injurt as an elera-it of a § 1933 retaliation claim 

"cuOld triVialize the First Mm±ant [if] harasaimt for exe2risfrn (First ATEnttont d$ts) as 

ahys actionable no matter  Ax unliely to deter a pecan c&ff of ordim / fixnnass fron that exer-

ose," citing sart v. 11fQti, 677 F. 93622, 625 (7th Cit. 1932). 

wifliaitrn asserts, instead, cotta, as de other legal authority ptcjxnaits of the sara view, 
Vie LCtLè., 4ttVsstti2-eL tLt* tuietta fl,enl 

that rsgiit±-ig a physical,  injUry elersit for YEY First kIgrthEnt It does not, orecwer, make any 

loicil or natal sense that wLLllaTrecn's pcsibni, sLra, ,7--uld have apphctlify for First Prnan3-

malt violation clans kae retaliation of gwern rat actors is not in play, or there retaliation of 

galamat actors against prisoners is not in play, an3 not have apolictility 

;frae retaliation of goventriait actors is in play, or there retaliation of gwamnet actors against 

prisonr is in play. 

Ln a Case involvina a claim of First Arnrdnent violations for denial of acoass to the courts,1  

the 6th Circuit cart of appeals first rule$, in 1936, that: 

[G]sral ckeieges are preairei, to ccar thm First, pmarimnt rictits 
are violated." Parrithv.Jthu 873 F. 3d 673, 605-07 (Eta Jr. 19D5). 

In another frisnec access to the aorta case, in limiting the actual flysical injury require-

ment of the prisrters' Litigation Reform Act, 42 U.S.C. 5 1997 e (e), the 9th Circuit cart of asp-

eels held: 

'The deprivation of First Pnenfnat nts entitles a plaintiff to juSi-
cial relief wholly aside from any physical injuries he can sho.r or ally 
mental or eToticnrl 3-n],27 he may have ircnel" Q"bell v. Licjtu 
143 F. 3d 1210, 1213 (9th Cit. 1993). [Bninasis a±bei]. --- 

1.  Denial to a prisoner of access to the cons Cy prism officials is a First Aimitreit violation 

claim. Preoarirq and filing certain tyçes of suits ismalso, protected ccndwt. Le4s V. Cyi 

518 U.S. 34 (i6). 
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In 211, in anther rcisoner comas to the carts case, the 8th circuit cart of aqmals hald 

that the actual harm rep1re5 bj § 197C (e), aa, tea prrvidad in First natnt violaticn 

claim ca5e51b7 tha &ctim of thee violtioi itself, i.e. that 'O'fl3ble harm arisas ... 

nen the plaintiff's efftrts to ran [the First Aqtetnt claim] are iinSa"1  Lv. v:a, 

255 F. 33 754 (8th 3k. 2331). 

The 6th Circuit, thai, aritrary to its decision ci this stbject in willisxi, s'na, this triM, 

P. 3, in 2015, held, in another access to tha cnrtâ claim case 

"The U.S. Cart of pw- als ftc the 6th Cixniit is [n--w] pvazsn5e that 
darivaticns of Fjzst Arrad11ant rithts are thaiweelves injriaa aper 
fran arty rnentM, euobaal Cr çHii E]it. rEhat. rnTht also arise 
frcm the darivsticn.  11  
[nptais ad5a3]..  King v. zSara, 733 F. 33 237 (6th Oh. 2315), cat. 
clan., Zniara v.Kin, 2316 U.S. LEXIS l8 (2316). 

The holdin;inv. ,, açca, has sin bean follo.e3 iriprefv. Lytti, 2)16 U.S. q-). 

LEfls 1521 (D.C. dr. 2316). 

There is rn 1oica]. raasrn tfry the a differrnt, natively dtcsitiw to him, stsc'ar3 was 

am—lied to the pet itin-ier ral the 6th Circuit decision c1te3 at this hriel, Q. 3, on the trarrt 

factsa1 bsdkgLnani. 

1_ lctuaj. qotai lanzpiaje frtinSindns v. 433 F. 33 123.9 (lath Cit. 2)33), at RI 10, citing to 

teJisv.Cay,, supra at 351 353 & n. 4. 
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Conclusion 

Because the cited holdings as to the requirements of actra], physical in-

jury in a First Amendment violation claim case have not been uniformly adopted 
rc.t 

by all the circuit courts leadingto the : of disparate 411M disposi- 

tions in such cases; because the cited, holdings cannot and sholud not he app-

lied to First Amendment violations involving denial of the right of access to 

the courts by prisoners, and not at the same time to retaliation claims in 

general, or to retaliation claims made by prisoners; and because of substan-

tive conflict in U.S. constitutional law as to the meaning and importance of 

the First Amendment, and constitutional torts offensive to it, leading to con-

flicting and inconsistent application and results to similiarly situated fact-

ually-based cases, this Court is respectfully requested by the Petitioner to 

Grant certiorari in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael Williamson P.423451 
0.D.R.C. Ri.C.I. 
1001 olivesburq Rd. 
Mansfield 09 44905 

Petitioner, pro se 

t 


